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UNIVERSITY SENATE 


MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF 11 MAY 1995 


Dr. C.L. Bertrand (Chair) ; Dr. R.J. Parker; Dr. H. Proppe; Prof. J. 
Chaikelson; Prof. R.H. Pallen; Dean M. Anvari; Prof. J. Tomberlin; Prof. 
J. Snyder; Dr. D. L. Boisvert; Dean C. Jackson; Dr. A. Hochestein; Prof. 
M. Brian; Prof. R.V. Patel; Dr. T.D. Bui; Prof. S. McDonough; Prof. W. 
Byers; Prof. W. Knitter; Prof. M. Corwin; Prof. D. Andrus; Dean M. 
Kusy; Dean G. Valaskakis; Prof. D. Cheeke; Prof. S. Scheinberg; Mr. B. 
Smart; Mr. J. Woodrow; Prof. H. Shulman; Mr. D. Srinivasan; Ms. M. 
Giles; Mr. A. Reid; Mr. J. Carruthers; Ms. A. Flynn; Mr. D. Dalton; Mr. 
O. de Winter. 


ABSENT WITH REGRETS: Me B. Gaudet; Prof. V.V. Baba; Prof. L. Roberge; 


95-6-1 


95-6-2 


Mr. C. Kuilman; Dr. R. Bonin; Mr. D. Leibu. 
Call to Order 


In calling the meeting to order at 2: 10 pm. , Dr. Bertrand advised that this 
was a special Senate meeting that had been called f or the purpose of having 
a preliminary discussion on the proposed budgets for 1995/1996, which 
would subsequently be considered by SCAPP and again by Senate on 26 
May 1995. 


1995-1996 Proposed Preliminary operating Budget 


Before introducing the proposed Preliminary operating Budget (Document 
US-95-6-DD, Dr. Proppe expressed appreciation to Garry Milton, Irwin 
Dudek, Linda Jans, Lise Tremblay, Claudette Lavoie and Joy Bennett for 
their combined effort and work in the preparation of the budget document. 


In presenting and explaining the proposed budget document, Dr. Proppe 
emphasized the differences with previous budget submissions, including the 
consultation process and an explanation of the fundamentals relating to 
factors that drive the operating grants, i.e., where the revenue comes from, 
how the money was spent, and in the absense of a strategic academic plan, 
the use of indicators which, he felt, captured certain fundamentals on which 
there was some kind of consensus within the University. He also elaborated 
on proposals concerning the Pension Plan and the Pension Fund vis-a-vis 
guaranteed indexation, and the University's intention to suspend its 
contribution to the Fund in 1995/96. With respect to the latter, he explained 
that the Pension Fund surplus currently exceeded the amount that could be 
tax-sheltered under Revenue Canada rules, and that if the University 
contributed to the Pension Fund with such a surplus, there was a threat that 
the Plan could be deregistered. He further advised that the money that 
would be available on a one-shot basis as a result of the suspension of the 
University's contribution to the Fund would be used for such things as the 
Early Retirement Programme, salary costs associated with people who 


would be leaving positions as a result of the Organizational Reviews, and 
money to provide incentives vis-a-vis reducing costs and generating new 
revenues. 


Throughout the ensuing discussion, expressions of appreciation and 
congratulations were extended by members of Senate to the Vice-Rector, 
Institutional Relations and Finance, and the team that had worked on the 
budget document, for having produced what was described as a tremendous 
improvement in documentation over what had been provided to Senate in 
the past with respect to budget submissions. 


Issues which were raised and responded to included questions with respect 
to the budget cut concerning industrial Liaison; the Additional Cut in 
Expenditures to be allocated, and the Required Savings (first cut), schedule 
2, page 22, Document US-95-6-DI; increasing student application fees; 
eliminating the examination invigilation fees from the Registrar's budget, 
the 5.15% final cut to Faculty budgets and particularly the 7.59 % cut 
allocated to the Faculty of Commerce and Administration, and the associated 
"indicators" upon which the cuts were based; proposed increases in the 
miscellaneous student fees and the Student Services Fee, and whether there 
would be increased benefits to students resulting therefrom; consideration of 
improvements in physical facilities, including the physical environment in 
the Hall Building, e.g., study space, lounge space, bus shelters; the lack of 
consultation with student associations vis-a-vis the budget preparation 
process; the availability of and access to Provincial-wide university statistics 
for comparative purposes; the development of criteria for prioritizing and 
determining the viability of the various services available vis-a-vis the core 
mission of the University for use in connection with the planning process; 
the rationale for the indicator model used with respect to the Faculty budget 
cuts, and particularly the 40% weight assigned to "indicator 511, and the 
absense of "indicators" for such things as teaching, etc.; the difference 
between actual budget cuts and simply moving or reallocating money; the 
pension indexation formula; the possibility of outsourcing services as 
opposed to having to use more costly internal University services; the 250 
thousand dollars resulting from savings in administrative . leaves; 
"Designated Revenue" and "Designated Expense", Schedule 2, page 21, 
Document US-95-6-DI; the status of potential faculty members currently 
being interviewed vis-a-vis "Faculty positions to be kept open in each 
Faculty"; "Cost Recovery" and implications particularly with respect to 
Audio-Visual cuts vis-a-vis the impact on, and the University's commitment 
to, student access to new technologies, etc.; the need for consultations with 
CUFA on budget-cutting exercises that impact the Collective Agreement, 
e.g., faculty work-load changes as affected by invigilation budget-cuts, etc.; 
considering the money indicated under the "Academic Sector outside the 
four Faculties" as actual budget cuts as opposed to being paper savings vis- 
a-vis unprojected budget items, particularly with respect to administrative 
leaves, etc.; budget cuts with respect to the Industrial Liaison Office and 
sustaining such operations that continue to function below the break-even 
point; miscellaneous student fees that could be changed without discussion 
or approval by the Board of Governors; the process of determining possible 
tuition fee increases if and when the freeze on such fees was lifted by the 


Provincial government; the absense of contingency plans, including the lack 
of appropriate funding in Faculty budgets, vis-a-vis examination 
invigilation; Concordia's minimal share of monies injected into Quebec 
university base budgets for net new students, the determination of the basis 
upon which much larger shares had been awarded to other, institutions, the 
possible re-evaluation of the use of the FTE as a criterion for such funding 
for Concordia University given its alternative student base, and jobs being 
eliminated as a result of the Organizational Reviews and the impact of that 
on the academic sector; the University's refusal of a donation of manpower 
offered by two Fine Arts students because of safety concerns, the Physical 
Plant Union and materials to be used, and the issue of student contributions 
to the University in general, including the question of student labour and the 
Quebec laws governing such situations; the balance of the 1994/95 
Supplementary Budget which remained to be allocated; the absense of 
reference in the budget to frozen monies originally in the Rector's 
Discretionary Account other than what was indicated under designated 
revenues; and overlapping or duplication of information used with respect to 
the "indicators." 


In continuing discussion, concerns were raised with respect to the Pension 
Plan and the Pension Fund, particularly with respect to the proposed 
suspension of the University's contribution for 1995/96, it being argued 
that the Benefits Committee should look again, in terms of equity, at the 
source of funds, the basis upon which the assumptions were made and the 
rate at which the parties involved had contributed to the Plan, and to 
reconsider possible ways in which to improve benefits for or reduce the 
costs to the contributory members; the "indicators" used to determine 
budgetary cuts among the four Faculties, the need for long-range input from 
the wider Canadian university scene with respect to the associated 
university-life fundamentals, internal in-depth consideration of the issue 
within Faculties and Faculty Councils and subsequent Senate consideration 
vis-a-vis determination of the "indicators" and the assigned weights, 
particularly "Indicator 511 and its effects over a sustained period of 
enrolment reductions; applying money resulting from the suspension of the 
University's contribution to the Pension Fund to individual budget items; 
potential difficulties with final examination invigilation in multi-sectioned 
courses, and particularly in the Faculty of Engineering and Computer 
Science; the absense of indicators as to how the budgets would have to be 
absorbed by the different sectors, particularly with respect to the effect on 
the availability of courses and sections to meet student demand, and the 
possibility of being able to use the proposed system concerning the 
disposition and funding of new initiatives to enable Faculties to respond 
immediately to introductory course or section closings due to enrolment 
demands, i.e., the need to be more responsive to potential student enrolment 
losses; the possibility of using the suggested Committee on Innovative 
Development as the committee to evaluate and decide upon the funding of 
initiatives proposed in item 3, page 16, Document US-95-6-D1; and 
considering the shifting of expenses from one budget to another as savings, 
ie., transferring the financial burden from one area or group to another 
without due consideration of the principle of elasticity of demand, e.g., 
increasing parking fees and whether such increase was a reasonable shift of 


95-6-3 
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burden and whether it would actually result in the projected revenue 
increase. 


In response to the latter concern, Senate was advised that the Administration 
recognized that the elasticity of demand was limited; that given the current. 
budget situation, continued subsidization of parking could not be 
recommended; and that as of 1 June 1995, free parking would no longer be 
available to senior administrators. 


A notice of motion was given by Prof. Chaikelson - "That the Ad Hoc 
Committee on Innovative Development be the committee to evaluate 
proposals regarding the funding of initiatives as proposed under 
‘Incentives’, item 3. page 16 of the Concordia University 1995-1996 
Provisional operating Budget." 


other issues which arose included concerns expressed with respect to 
possible budget cuts related to the Audio-Visual and Computing Services 
departments; the need for advance rationalization of possible course and 
section cuts vis-a-vis projected student needs and demands; the rationale for 
increases in the Student Services budget; the anticipated implementation of 
the new academic planning and budgetary process approved by Senate last 
year; and the need to determine, through dialogue and discussion, the 
"indicators" to be used with respect to budgetary allocations. 


Proposed Capital Budget for 1995-1996 


Dr. Bertrand advised that the Proposed Capital Budget for 1995-1996 
(Document BC-95-2-D8) would be discussed at the Senate meeting of 26 
May 1996 following vetting by the Senate Committee on Academic 
Planning and Priorities; and that if Senate felt the need, the possibility of 
scheduling an additional meeting for further discussion of the budget 
documents could be considered at that time. 


It was suggested, and agreed, that the Capital Budget document be revised 


to include the distribution of general allocations for 1994-95 in addition to 
those for 1995-96. 


Adjournment 


The meeting was adjourned at 5:07 pm. on a motion by Prof. Pallen, 
seconded by Mr. Reid. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


